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SIS

AR HHF

Wik,

(AT DA, /AR RGO ST A AR R S0, AR S O B R A HE i, I, 430079)

BRSO HAARE, HA B 90 SRLDIRETIEA OB ENF I H IR . 7RO B ERINIEAA T, BT sl
A EECER AR AT AN AT S IX UL I S AR . PR E TR T IESE I B TR, AR AR — 2RI
FlsEmE: . X T RIS P R AR R TS SRERE . Tk . BB gE . BOPRGEAM . A, SIFLR RS IIARC.
HIEHITORRDT T PIRSIEREE R, RS METEEGS . (R . FRMASF R AT AR5 . AW DANE X B34
ICRSEERRTSE s HLE TR E AT RIS, AT b E B S B i g ;- 5 BRI R AR I IE Y T, ooy

B R 20 D AR IR 7R
Fliae RIAM  HSeB4E  BRFaR

1969 A4 W AN b “—RE" RS
# H 114 ( Apollo-era moon missions ) & ELSL L7
Y& [ Diana FACHY -4 88 U2 — A7 i
UK, 28R Ds L s T e
BH5 (Swami et al.,, 2013 ) , #FA 21 hal)s, PBHiE
WIS E R GERAR, G147 HIV 2 TR
R L F N A e 8 . B E B HESE T4
BNETTHIRIY L, JEHIEAE M2 A R 1 52
Ml T, BFESTE o e i [a] BV ] 7 tH S50 R A 5 5T
SRR ——1X NI TR 8 TR 52 B iz ¢
AR I —5E ( Knight-Jadezyk & Quinn, 2006;
Thomas, 2013 ) o AR AP EHIEIE 58 35 & T dE ToFg
ZR, ERMEEE T AR RFE MR
Disi2egg . BUAREAR . FE SR N RER . L
RN O IRE 5L LI R A G Hs
PSR SAT R A (B R 52N, T T
M, OHEEREIT T REIIRR.

1

1.1 SRS
S BRI DA AR, e — B i)
e BRI S A AR EE Rt B T AR A [

B 1E (R goaER ) HPIHIES (conspiracy
theory ) #E A HA R EHRATShMAE S A T3hY)
HE, & i H12E 5K Hofstadter (1966 ) YA S
JEXSHRBOA (Bitt2y) AR RREIESRY |
ARG FEBB B, ZUEE RO A
GRS RT3, 10 H 1994 4F Goertzel
J% 3% belief in conspiracy theories — CJi7, FH LIS #T
Wi OB B T, OB 2 TS
TR R —F) R RS E S VORI
FERS . PR, BIEIREIR AN AIESHEP
( Swami et al., 2011; van Prooijen & Acker, 2015; van
Prooijen & Jostman, 2013 ) . 48k, B4 dEPE
Tt SRR G, Terb Efg S R O ECE
BB ITR . MeRPBFINREE (AT -
FERG ) AE s WZAEEER, WHRETIIRIRIN,
Mz W as. e EFEHMR, AN, F
TEHM, MAARRM, ZAHEZ T, BEf; &
ZTH, #Eu, 7 nEEE RS A",
THENZE E 57 1] BE 38 ) B st I AR ALY
WERIHETEh E I RZ I AST . LA L ERR,
EHENNTEPESLT, BIs R — Mok e
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ORI AR AL (AN B E T
PLA B FE B R .
1.2 BHE I GEE

X F BRI B I, AF Y SRR T
E= % L 7 N T TV R 2 DA R == = A = R S 2y 7k
T 19 J& Darwin, Neave 11 Holmes (2011 ) % il 49
FH 18 7] % ( Conspiracy Theory Questionnaire, fij %
CTQ) 1 Swami ¢ H [A] 55 (2010) i il 19 11415
‘&[4 (Belief in Conspiracy Theories Inventory, R
BCTL) o A TERAR 2 e BT 5L el P LA g B
WAERREIH, BRI E XX e 5 iy &
TR, PRSI 38 WIBHIEE, flin. fLL
LI TRBUMYRE R UFO Hii B UIER, RIERE 9
ROt (1 FORIHORTTRE; 9 FoRIEREE) o Bl
WYEERGEE 15 MBS, 8. Kennedy &
B0 1) 3 ) — RS 2 R R A T Bl [ 9 A
oy (1 FoRERER; 9 FIRTERIER ) , HInE
CPETEE | AR, R PG Ao IX 2z gt

( Swami et al., 2011; Swami, 2012 ) .

IR PRN PR (A 1 R B AR S A H A — L
BeBF: 55—, BRalpha RECZAHN, MIETCEL HH
M E B AL O AR S5, MR SC TR —
FUBIBARIE, FEANE 0 R h FRR AN [F] 23 A
PRVER SOV R 25 56 =, 5 SCfbak I Il R
— B[RV K B RS, AR U = TR
e N s 2 S 1 BN MR R X e TR e R 7 M 3
FHRT”  (new world order ) PR HLIFXf T2
MKV 4B A . Swami 55 (2011) WG H H O
L FEHIBFSE (Swami et al., 2010 ) FFAIAE, BT
il e EAEAS IR A 6“3 E 911 FHAFFTIEE” 1Y
BEE, XWARSH BN B0,

M AR il () — e B 50 e R LT e 8
YRAM RN, HA, Imhoff Al Bruder (2014) 4
T BHE 0 Z 5 # (Conspiracy Mentality Scale )
2B, HRWRRREGN, ERPRA 8
I BRI S s A AR, TR — et R, dn it
HERAEWIRZHEEA R ARIH” |, E 5
PEPRI R 50T 2 I R B 25 RS AT ( x *1dF=2.90,
GFI=.98, TLI=.98, CFI=.99, RMSEA=.07) , 15
K. 1A R E (S B 43 7] J& .88, .67, Brotherton,
French fil Pickering (2013 ) &l T — i B4 35 X
{5 7% 1 32 ( Generic Conspiracist Beliefs Scale, fij FK
GCB) , L 15EM, HAj, Jik— MUk E X

{5 S B P2 PR O A R IE FURAE Y 7 S by
S [ H. 1M Bruder, Haffke, Neave, Nouripanah £/
Imhoff (2013 ) i il (19 B 4.0 &5 7] 4 ( Conspiracy
Mentality Questionnaire, faj FX CMQ ) 7 iz #1] ¢ SC I
ARFERE L, RS SRR R R, %
M 5 B, MR BRI XT 3 AN E KW
7766 2RI, K INZREAE — AR F A TR AR
JE PSSR

2

TEME S E . pFE T B gmil S aih b, oo
URELERVT T IR e s 2, A48 AHE . AL
L. HHSHEERXILAZE,

21 AKEHIER

—HLCE, KREAM SIS Z R R &%
K. W RIAE I AL T, SRRy
Ao A BERYE S e, b B A 5 B i
WIARDE, R Wt BRI E 5 o 5 S A |
MEUMEREZ (Swami et al., 2010, 2011; Swami &
Furham, 2012) o 11 75— KR ILHEE——TF e S5
IR S 2 (B A E AR DG S et B e  TE 5 Tz —
BEH A AOWLE, ( Bruder et al., 2013; Swami et al., 2010,
2011) o #RI, KA A SIS Z E R OC R WAF
FEA—EAFFE 4518 . Brotherton % (2013 ) fYRFSY
XA RIREAE . TR S PIESS Z B ER,
B A BUS TE 5 e R RAHDC. BF5E 8 X ik
T TR, IR ST MR R ™ A0 Pk
FERFIE, SR AR R R A S R ME S T 42 1h]
R HIWT, dEmE HHARE S WA
FER I S e R IEA D, XATRREH T
PZE I MR A AL 2R, Inlros Bk,
TS A ] ARG BRI A7 4F ( Swami et al., 2013) .
R, M HATRE B AR AR B SE R AT AN
far, ATREIATT PRI TR AT

BRI e#BEA I o A 4% ( paranoia )
M) FERHE R FE B, XM ARER . 178
ZhEI, A (R A . ZN) MHA
BOE, WIS SRR AR RS, R S

( Freeman, 2007 ) o PARZA o WA NS AN RIBEA
R 2B SR R B PR AT BT RS BRI
1E 46 & 5& & ( Brotherton & Eser, 2015; Darwin et al.,
2011) o WFFEEX AR, AE PSR
RS X BOEAE 5 EAUE ie] T —se P At 2
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H BB BCEYER o 3R B VA R g D 25
fefi A AT RN 2 ] LA AR FE RO M B
22 WHRHER

A RIS AR R BT 2B T B 5
WBAE L INHIP A TR Z IR . 5T (Swami,
Voracek, Stieger, Tran, & Furnham, 2014 ) %} 990 %4
L E BB T A, R BIRAE & e T

(rational thinking ) £ FAHE; SHEEEYE (intuitive
thinking ) S IEAH G, 3 B B8 34 78 0 K i
AXRFRE BN, STHEZHEET A 50 5.
LIS HATHINT, A ST 2 Y 12 5 A3 AOHIE
P Al . X — TR SR HTRE 5 N A /R
( need for cognitive closure A5 A2 T #8978

Leman #1 Cinnirella (2013 ) [ g 8 T —i2 &AL
ISP BB = 1 TR % B S R A T, X SEiE
MR R A —. S5 5 % BOAHI A7 R
e PR 25 T DAV S B ELAH B IE
s 8) T A48 A 1 222 TR o) - %oF =4 19 & A A s B i
FT

B Eoe B AE . WA & ok 28, Bliktie
W 5 WU B R ¢ A BB R A A e 25 9
VI o #5083l X 52 %% (hypersensitive agency
detection ) SZFEREAAFTEH Y. SR NS FH YR
T HW . AP (Barnes & Gibson, 2013), LA
1 (anthropomorphism ) . i B H A9 i (inferences
of intentionality ) #%J& T~ ML 7Y 1% B0k M- 2 R 3t 52
— BB LIRS | T R A AN IR R A A A0
%, BIRIIHES 5HLE 2 IEAHOE (Brotherton
& French, 2015; Douglas, Sutton, Callan, Dawtry, &
Harvey, 2016; Imhoff & Bruder, 2014 ) . Douglas %
(2016) i I EE SR P Z IR OC FREAT TR
SR ESR AR — B 143 30 RPARLAS, Wi
HORRI U EEAE 7 & b7 B A g, 450k
B, BARESEm TR LT EUE B RS s 2 A A
ARG, A LRI T A L UL
HE4%” . Brotherton Al French (2015 ) I3 i 5256
5T 58 T BIAe & Wi B B ngie i), B gk
WA T 12 BRI s, s HALRG R R
A SEE, I “—ZBFKRET T . b
Ji BRI 1 S PR A 7 s T F AR, &5
REIPIEGSH 23 574 K s P i o H iy,
Wk 551 0 kAT ARG N — T B AT B

EBUER (conjunction fallacy ) J&—FPrEMERH]

Wb A IA IR IR LG o 5] HH SR 1 35 44 1A T
HEEF Tversky Fl Kahneman (1983 ) i1 —IiAg
BRASEES A0, S A A T — 2 M 4E Linda
)31 Z G4, W ER HEE], e 9T
2, XPRREAL A 20 WA R O, RIS
I A% R, BE S BRI LR = ol Ak 32
F/NHATHERE: (1) Linda f2—#A AE s (2)
Linda 2 — 2 AT H 44 555 (3) Linda J— 4 20
F SCE R IR — 2 ARAT AN L, S5 R IER 3 1%
TR =P Ol AR e e, X ARG i TR
RIS GRS FEAE S B IACh & R
PR T H A — 2 R I LR R R
A HERIR . Brotherton Fil French (2014 ) 7ERFSEHIR
FHZEL R I SRRl 528 T R A BUE B )
HAE 7T H S Z B, XT38 Z
KRAMERRAR, A TR e A A ] TR AN ]
FAOCIA R, AP “FIMAHDC” Ak, ST
Tl T ik = BRI 2, TR A A BT S e
o
2.3 FHLFER

FIESE R ATRERE “fEAR AL 7 —SEpfR ik
W T 5SS sl =R . A s kBt
TR RS 2WZEds . &0 el —R5 g
[ B, BRI AR R R ) —Fhigis .
Bk, —Lb Rk 2MWiZE T . ST LSk
TRA R PSR, R RO A 2 AR -
SKEHH, DL R R AR AT R0 . AT . 2R
[IE SN RS iR s iy L S AT -
AR . FriRrEe, B EES iR
AERTEAM, H25EAATEN, HA5E080H
JEMR N BR P A9 5 2K (Rothschild, Landau, Sullivan,
& Keefer, 2012) . van Prooijen I van Dijk (2014 )
A P R B TR H AR R BRE R T
RN, B EAZE R TR, TIPSR AR T
FHLABIRIS BT A AR, B ] T AR F I BOR 502
FETHG B RIS

bR Bk ¥ % ok Z 4, BE AR A B Ak (group
justification ) fZHIE IS TRIIEY ) —HELZh A,
Kl WoR B IR K2 A B R+t 2 i
% # & & (van Prooijen, Krouwel, & Pollet,
2015) , HAWATox 2 0 K SRR AR LB 15
BB SO O 4, IERGEOR R 2, T
cBA N NICHEER ST (Bruder et al., 2013;
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Goertzel, 1994; Imhoff & Bruder, 2014 ) . R
WIS Rk IGE AU, LRSS H O
(At 2 Mo T4 —F 5 BRI BE . Imhoff 1 Bruder
(2014) MIBFFE R BB 3 2 @B REA ™ A=
b, AFFErRAI TEMEEIAR . WA JERA
FEI 32 ANEAR, ZERPEATEE X 32 AR IAL
TR UGPSR ek, a5k, Blife
T ) T AR S A B A AN S AW, H
325 BRI AT R B, Swami (2012) 4 T
LR PG RS 2314 284k, RIS HE &%
XA AR
24 FEHNE

AT 2F B W U6 A 23 PRI 28 9 AR R 5 1K
W R A . e, Hod, TEREARZ 1,
AR AL R SRR ) — IS 2 R . A
Ak ( group polarization ) & AITERFAH A TSR
B, FEAE S F AN AR RS B fi ) AR v ml A ST 1) —
Pt G, —IF LB, ONSEE I E 6 E
BIEAHL . B 2 LA — AR SR fe 23 o fhix
Fh 5 ( Sunstein, 2014 ) . Mashuri #1 Zadugisti ( 2014 )
Xk A ERJE R 200 Z AR E R T R A, R B
M SRR b A B R 0 B AR . AT 2
BF, AT P 7 AR B M B AL PR S A A I g, il
] FIARE P4 7t R BN e R g b F R ik 7
KErt22m, EPReE A o2 e R Y
FEAMA, Kofta Al Sedek (2005 ) 43 HIFEDE 22 Kok
(AR R AR — FE X AR T R AT R A, R LR
B RBEME T E N R bR H 25980, FRmIR AR
BRI S AT A1 ) . Uscinski, Parent £l Torres (2011 )
VAL T CALZRT iR ) 19 49 i 7E 1897 4F % 2010 4F
—HZFRPTIRINATRG, RIIEES . 5
HMRIFESS 175 B A S MR

3

TEM 4R e 1 S 4B, BTEe nTiE oL
AN, TIEHEMER WAL o EEENME
WA B IHBE LT BTSRRI O 287 b ki
Douglas Fil Sutton (2008 ) &7~ AIFIER 4 —
BO” (third-person effect ) FE 2RI AOULH ., Brilg
A = RN GO CTE R e 2 R, A
PR ] TN Z A2 2520, AT =R
H CXTIESE S WA R B A . IR A Y BAS

RANL ZJ5, EarAMERLES T e

BRI ?
31 BuRZEm

S 2 AN A EA AS BE 517 7 R
K IRARIE B, BEeH BGAR S 5 R
( Swami et al., 2010, 2011; Swami & Furnham, 2012 ) .
Jolley 7l Douglas (2014a ) & FHSEga0T 58 %48 1 B
WXMABEA S SR M, 12505 LY E Diana
ThL AT MR, WSET 168 SR,
—PIPHA LR SRS A, ik
e 12 ) KA UE SR 22 2 45 7] Diana T 40 AISET 23 [F
BRI PSRRI B, 5 —2 el i 2]
FRIRIE” 41, i giatam ik e e K e 4 k) T
fi#% %] Diana FACHIFET SUEEBUNITF LR R, BEE
WRIPHRTE AR R — 2 NEA S SRR iR
BESHH T —Rik2 M BB CRE
TGS, BRI, CSHEHIES” Arwial
HEua 2 5 8IESRKKREMR. Bt —2 L0,
BARMBOA B EUZ i T A T R st AR e b
BN E RS, A8 NIRRT 4
115 BEBEAIR AR R, 55— LS X EUA
W . van Prooijen %5 (2015) 44 T 1010 %4
far 22 AR, RIIBEEA A L e iR 2 — A FE Y
F AR B A A B A (R B A I ] o 7T it )
T 5 R B AR VARV B 1o ] SR i AR R A e
FAE AP JE RIS, 2011 4F 5 45AE R TGE 3 T
JENARBORIAE =ik i SRR, BRI IX S
F1 2008 4F 4 Al [ AL LA K 36 [ A 23 WAL A Fhflofy G
BB AR L 5y 1 B8 % AN Al 43 ( Barreto, Cooper,
Gonzalez, Parker, & Towler, 2011 ) .
32 fHEEEm

PREBOAIHIRIE 24, TEd RBJL AR, Ffd
A S RS R A T, Nt RS R
AL 3 E P I R AT E R R R T, H HIV
PRI TRAARR R E N 4 R A FIBUN F1iE
PETT 2 T2 A PAE A O BRERG, A58k 7 2
UTETHEMPEER (Kata, 2012; Offit, 2010) o ZB{UAY
BEI7 Pt AR A58, HLE AT BEY 7 BIREE A 2
JiE 22 B HoAd HE AT M. Oliver F1 Wood (2014 ) 7
2013 4F 4 A £ 9 ARMEET 1351 44 35 sl B
MTERAEAS . BF 306 Y7 B e 5 BUR e it
17 H#, SR YT A L A 5 2
H B AR By7 Bl i A A, A TR R A
PEWT . BATAEBEIRRS . Jolley F1 Douglas(2014b) 75—
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LR Y IR IEA, 538 TR S.
BRILZ AN, XFFIAR HIV & FFRE K4 RN 45
G 1 AR, AT AR AR A ¢ HIV
i B FECR R RE & B ( Kalichman, Eaton, &
Cherry, 2010 ), Bogart, Wagner, Galvan #l Banks ( 2010 )
AT 214 A8 HIV IS IEE LS 1, Al
A4 R A BAIESE B S R B X =S WA R ANME AT,
P MARMERFFRYT
3.3 WHMRZm

5B AR A AT I BRI [ A 553 R A
Iz AL, WTE 1996 A, FEAE R H e bt
BT R [A] g A2 4 & 1] 22 D1 2% (International
Panel Climate Change, fij #% IPCC ) BUF5¥E, AFR4
BRARE AL E G R S BRI 22 3 R i ke i
( Oreskes & Conway, 2010 ) , Tz JLAFEK, fEHEE
FEZIL B Inhofe (2012) filf2% { The Greatest Hoax:
How the Global Warming Conspiracy Threatens Your
Future ) — 59l {H, HZEEAHE R HHER] T X H
TR Tk L B A PR A RS e T 2 AR 3A
3% ) ) 25 B MR AT A . Lewandowsky, Oberauer
I Gignac (2013 ) Xf 1377 2% 1OV A1 55t
THEL A, 25 BORBIEISE X AR
2RI AEE, SR PR ] REAE A SR A
W, AACHTERE 25 50 48 BLE PR I B2 HI
KRG &SRR EFE. Jolley A1 Douglas (2014a )
KHSEERA 5T 552 T IS X A AR T R B2,
o BHES 20 i A BRAR  A—h R
R 2H R B A AR, 255 B “BHie”
R TERE 5 1 (B4 R A i e AR 1 R IR
PR RERLAY . ADATE AT 4R R

DL R s T ISR IEA R T KA
MELR (Jolley, 2013 ) , TMHESXAMABEAS S |
AT . RAT B A AT I IR Z 5, AR
MK e s 2 “AEN” WA K, —
Sobf o e LB AR A — B R ARV A AR
R ETRETHAGHE, FIEZA, RVFAR
XA B BB & PR ( Sapountzis & Condor,
2013) , BHEUAE (Swami & Coles, 2010)
fHEAR L, FIEE RS2 B TRk — A S 2
FEWFFE A [A) I8 3k [ 25 (Jolley, 2013)

4
BEERTE, RIS A IT B U K i

FEEER, NAW KBNS RS I s A
RN MENARFZERHIF IS B HHA &
B E UBFIT IR, A B AR BRI AT
HA BRI R ERTS

e, BRI TIAREE R 22 RAR AT,
Bz RS R BIIRTE, 3O AR A SE R T AL
MIWFIEE T TARK A ZS (8] QA WF 98 & 4R BH RS
BN HT AR G SER R, SmFIH 20
M E LA B AR A B 9{5 &K R (Imhoff &
Bruder, 2014 ) . A fii# BB I8 o) 2025 Y S o 5 4%
FIS 515 SEHZ B ER, RIS ok —Lk
HEIFIE R

Hak, HREGJLTFIra e s e e ve
JBFE, FEA T SO 5 R RIS e FE A ( Swami,
2012) , A2 E MBS BN, 57
T N R Z ab? BT AR B & 456
FEE 5O ARG, SRS R AR - (L AT
5o FHEL L, PEES 2 MAE DS
Viik, e EEACL T B AL 2, BUARIAER |
RSB, B — LRSS A R BRI E (fF
G, 2015) o MHEAER, BIEE RS Fd AR 1k
B, 112008 FFEREREREHL . 2011 M B4
2014 4 E5 it MH370 2156 51 #1 1 3518 1 24 55 5
(AR, 2015) o XX EEFEEGE T EIMT, A
MELIHEA PO ERRERE 28, 808 5
HIETURA” B I, IR AR AR
DS i8] T AR Ta VAN TR O e S S N e 2 €1
KeWer fErhE kA eSS, HOouR B
RO B, T [ N BERA G U, T REUA S
X rE 2 1a AR A fimas R R, B (e Bk A
AREARFESy, W4 L 2Rl EABRERE, AT
2 BOR AL BRI SR L G 3, ik 2E ]
RUA T RERCA TE P AR BRSO e 1, (A
FRASKAI A TR A RIIRE

e, WA AT R T B MBI ok
VLRSS sE R TR A NZ I, Bl
AMAZIL A F @ HE (Bruder et al., 2013) ; [Mi7E
TR SZ T, SR vRiER & k—Er
#12:8h7% (Barreto et al., 2011) , ARASNEEFHEIEH)
T, X TR SRR e 5k R AR B OCHE
B W 5T A AR RS AR DG I R I & a3+
TR, U Swami 4% (2014 ) @i EEHRTHIMARY
Sy AT SRR = G BRI S 1 BESIRE J1 . Sunstein
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Fl Vermeule (2009 ) & 2 EL % BIIES #EA T3 |
SRAE, RO SRR, MRfE—e R
RAEEAR . UL H IR, FEILIAEE T S T
i BRI A TR G Z AT A, ARk
538 I SRR H T A A 380 FH A REAR R AR B 34
DR TN, M2 555 FE Rt 4
LA —EME R
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Abstract Conspiracy theory can be described as a subset of false beliefs in which the ultimate cause of an event is believed to be due to a plot
by multiple actors working together with a clear goal in mind, often unlawfully and in secret. A variety of conspiracy theories are widespread. For
example, conspiracy theories related to the September 11 terrorist attacks propose that the attack on the Twin Towers was not a terrorist action
but a governmental conspiracy. Given these issues, understanding the psychological origins of conspiracy theories becomes an important task for
scholars. Concurrently, a large body of research has focused on individual difference correlates of conspiracy theories. This perspective is based on
the notion that it is possible to measure conspiracy theory as an individual difference trait. There have been a number of initial efforts to measure
individual difference in conspiracy theory. The most prominent specific conspiracy theory scales are Swami and colleague’s Belief in Conspiracy
Theories Inventory and Darwin Neave and Holmes’s conspiracy theory questionnaire. However, scales measuring specific conspiracy theory have
already shown some defects:(1) Most studies have employed novel measurements, with little consideration of the psychometric properties of the
measure beyond noting the value of Cronbach’s alpha. (2) Items from different scales referring to the same conspiracy theories may not be directly
comparable due to differences in wording. (3) Also these scales are closely bound to specific temporal and geographical contexts. There have been
some attempts to overcome these shortcomings. First, Brotherton et al. have developed a 15-item Generic Conspiracist Beliefs Scale. Then, Imhoff and
Bruder developed a 12-item conspiracy mentality scale. Bruder et al proposed the conspiracy mentality questionnaire, a short measurement of generic
conspiracy theories.

Several studies based on these scales have examined the association between conspiracy theory and paranoia, the Big Five personality domains,
but results have been equivocal with some studies reporting significant associations with openness to experience and agreeableness and other studies
reporting different results. Another class of studies has focused on thinking dispositions, for example, having highlighted the importance of intuitive
thinking and the need for cognitive closure which will lead individuals to less scrutiny of evidence and a desire to learn truth. Other studies proposed
that conspiracy theories could be explained in terms of the fundamental cognitive errors: conspiracy theorists are more likely to make a dispositional
inference about personified actors and are susceptible to the conjunction fallacy. Other scholars noted that the motivation behind conspiracy theories
are characterized by the need for order and group justification.

Key words conspiracy theory, Big Five, intuitive thinking, need for order



